Introduction
The Netherlands' most popular cultural tradition is undoubtedly the feast of Saint Nicholas (Strouken 2010, 10) , an imaginary Catholic bishop from Myra. Each year Saint Nicholas, or 'Sinterklaas' as he is affectionately called, visits the country. Travelling from Spain on board of his steamship (the so called 'pakjesboot' or presents' boat) and accompanied by companions wearing black make-up and dressed in early modern servant's costumes -the Zwarte Pieten ('Black Peters') -the Saint is welcomed publicly in almost every city at the start of November. A grand welcoming committee headed by the mayor, a spectacle watched by thousands of children and adults, usually receives him. Every year a single town is nominated to host the national entry of Sinterklaas, which is broadcasted on television. This manner of welcoming the Saint was first introduced in the south of the country, at the close of the nineteenth century (Helsloot 2001; van der Zeijden 2008, 57) ; to be broadcasted nationally for the first time in 1952 (van der Zeijden 2008, 60; Wouters 2009, 255) . On the evening of the 5th of December -Saint Nicholas Eve -the Saint visits every family in the country and present sweets and gifts to children who have behaved well during the previous year, but between November 11th and December 5th his presence is also felt. From time to time Sinterklaas, together with his black servants, enters people's homes at night, through the chimney, to leave small presents for the children, who 'put up their shoes' in front of the stove. In this period almost all shops in the country are decorated with special Sinterklaas promotional materials. Schools, business companies, hospitals etc. celebrate the feast as well, as do Dutch embassies abroad.
The feast of Saint Nicholas dates back to the Middle Ages at least, but the exact origins of 'Zwarte Piet' remain a mystery. Although, what is clear is that he appears in a children's book written by author and schoolteacher Jan Schenkman at the mid of the nineteenth century (Helsloot 2000 (Helsloot , 2006 . The Schenkman figure also had predecessors, but how long these had existed at the moment Schenkman wrote his book, and where they came from, nobody knows for sure (Margry 2014b) .
Nevertheless, theories abound, and these have societal relevance, as the Sinterklaas tradition has been subject of debate in the Netherlands for several decades now. The bone of contention is the alleged racist character of Zwarte Piet. There have been periods of relative silence, a moderate public debate in the 1980s occurred because of immigration from the West-Indies shortly before, but currently there is heavy contestation (Hofstede 1990, 373-376; Hassankhan 1998, 47-56; Helsloot 2005 Helsloot , 2006 Helsloot , 147-151, 2012 Wouters 2009, 57-60; Lindhout 2013) . In this article, we reconstruct the narratives that give meaning to the Sinterklaas tradition in order to address the question why the figure of Zwarte Piet has become the centre of a 'representational battle' over Dutchness, and why is the controversy surrounding a seemingly age-old Dutch heritage practice so hard to resolve.
Contesting 'Zwarte Piet'
The present debate started with the apprehension of the activists Quinsy Gario and Jerry Afriyie, who demonstrated against the figure of Zwarte Piet during the national entry of Sinterklaas in the town of Dordrecht in 2011. Since then, the controversy has rapidly increased in intensity. Numerous newspapers, weekly magazines and television talk shows have paid attention to the debate on whether Zwarte Piet is a racist stereotype, and on whether the appearance of the figure should be altered. In the Netherlands -as in many other countries -readers can put their reactions to online newspaper articles directly under these in so-called 'forums' . In many cases these forums stay empty, but articles on the Zwarte Piet debate are characterised by a long list of reactions in which readers express their views on the matter. On Facebook some people have created community pages about Zwarte Piet. These vary from the community behind the Pietitie -a 2013 petition in favour of the figure, and which got over two million likes in 48 h -to communities such as Zwarte Piet is racisme (Black Pete is racism) and Zwarte Piet Niet (No Black Pete!), and which announce meetings and protests.
The controversy surrounding Zwarte Piet is not only fought out in public debate, but has also been taken to court. In 2013, opponents of the Zwarte Piet figure sued the Mayor of Amsterdam over the permit he had granted for the yearly entry of St Nicholas, claiming that Zwarte Piet is a racist stereotype. The commission of appeal of the municipality of Amsterdam rejected the case, and subsequently the opponents appealed to the court of Amsterdam. The court ruled that the permission given by the Mayor was not valid, because he had not sufficiently taken the appellants' interests into account. Furthermore, the court concluded that the Zwarte Piet figure is indeed a racist stereotype of black people (Rechtbank van Amsterdam 2014 ). Yet, the Mayor of Amsterdam did not accept this verdict, and appealed at the Council of State -the highest court of appeal for administrative law cases -stating that the Mayor did not have the legal right to make a decision on the question whether the appearance of Zwarte Piet is indeed a racist stereotype a priori. A third party, the so called Pietengilde -an organisation in favour of the Zwarte Piet figure, representing people who act as Zwarte Piet -joined the appeal to the Council of State and argued that for several reasons Zwarte Piet is not a racist stereotype at all. On November 12th 2014, the Council of State ruled in favour of the mayor and the Pietengilde (Raad van State, 2014) .
Prior to this, a process had been started to include the Sinterklaas tradition in the Dutch Inventory List of Intangible Heritage. The starting point of this process was a survey held in 2010 by the Dutch Centre for Folklore and Intangible Heritage (VIE -Nederlands Centrum voor Volkenkunde en Immaterieel Erfgoed), which showed that Sinterklaas is considered to be the most important tradition in the Netherlands by far (Strouken 2010, 10) . Therefore, the Saint Nicholas Society (Sint Nicolaasgenootschap) -an association dedicated to the protection of this tradition -tried to register it on the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity, on the instigation of the VIE.
The representative list is an instrument of the UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage created in 2003, which the Dutch parliament ratified in 2012 (Margry 2014a, 28) . Before intangible heritage is eligible to be nominated for a place on the Representative List, it first has to be placed on the National Inventory of Intangible Heritage. The Dutch government has made the VIE responsible for the safeguarding of intangible heritage, for the National Inventory list, and for nominating immaterial heritage to the UNESCO Representative List. Experts of the VIE, or working for the VIE, need to examine eligible traditions (van der Zeijden 2014, 349-360; Margry 2014c, 59, 60) .
As part of the Dutch ratification of the UNESCO Convention, the VIE presented the Sinterklaas tradition to the UNESCO in Paris on the 5th of November 2012, showing a 'real' Sinterklaas, but without his Zwarte Pieten (NRC 2014 ). Yet, when the Saint Nicholas Society set in motion the process to register the Sinterklaas tradition in the National Inventory as a first step towards the registration on the Representative List, the VIE started asking questions about Zwarte Piet. For the society this was a reason to withdraw from the registration process (van der Zeijden 2014, 353, 354) , but this was not the end of the story.
UNESCO's heritage list has not gone without criticism. Many heritage scholars have voiced critiques, noting for example the danger of 'museumification' . The listing of intangible heritage can freeze traditions in time, which is in direct opposition to the changing nature of such cultural practices (Nas 2003) . Another critique is that these UNESCO heritage lists and the process of listing are in itself cultural practices that favour and reinforce an ' Authorised Heritage Discourse' (Smith 2006) . In protecting one type of heritage, and the community supporting it, other groups can become excluded (Ruggles and Silverman 2009; Smith 2012) . In this particular case, the Dutch National Inventory of Intangible Heritage list could reinforce 'Dutch' authorised heritage and identity to the exclusion of communities in Dutch society not sharing in it. The Dutch politician and chair of the National Platform for Slavery History (Nationaal Platform Slavernijverleden) Barryl Biekman noted this exact point in the daily television news programme EenVandaag on 22 October 2013. Biekman informed the UN as well, which led to an intervention by Professor Verene Shepherd in her function as chair of the Working Group of Experts on People of African Descent of the UN (NRC 2014), who declared the Zwarte Piet tradition to be racist. Shepherd's interference spurred the discussion in the Netherlands to new heights.
In 2014, a new actor entered the scene. This time the Pietengilde asked the VIE to register the Sinterklaastradition on the National Inventory again, and with success. The Pietengilde has now become the 'community' responsible for the preservation of the tradition (Blokker 2014a) . Anti-Piet activists, in their turn, keep protesting. During the national entry of Sinterklaas in the town of Gouda in 2014, a demonstration was organised, during which the police made ninety arrests, while 2015 also saw intense contestation (personal observation during these events).
Heritage and cultural contestation
In the public debate the Sinterklaas tradition is referred to as part of Dutch national heritage and identity. This view on the tradition brings to the fore some crucial elements of our understanding of heritage. Heritage, many scholars feel, is always intangible and is all about the present-day use of (hi)stories which give meaning to both objects and traditions (e.g. Lowenthal [1998 Lowenthal [ ] 2010 Graham, Ashworth, and Tunbridge 2000; Smith 2006 ). Critical heritage scholars like Smith (2006) put stress on the fact that heritage is a social practice, as it is enacted by groups of people. Through their use of heritage group identities are constructed, based on the chosen (hi)stories of objects and traditions, which have real social consequences in terms of inclusion and exclusion (Smith 2006; Byrne 2008; Harrison 2010) .
From within political science Ross (2007 Ross ( , 2009a Ross ( , 2009b adds to the discussions in heritage studies. He is interested in 'identities' , which become materialised in all kinds of cultural expressions. Such expressions, which can stand for much more than simply themselves, can be vital to the identity of one group, but at the same time very threatening to another group, which is why they can become the object of 'cultural contestation' (Ross 2007, 2, 87) . Cultural contestation is usually about inclusion and exclusion in a 'symbolic landscape' , shaped by various cultural expressions. It is surrounded by strong emotions, and can take the form of veritable 'representational battles' . What Ross is looking for is ways to mitigate such conflicts (Ross 2009a (Ross , 2009b .
Key to his solution is inclusion versus exclusion. Inclusive symbols and rituals can enable groups to enter into new relations with each other; exclusive ones reinforce existing divisions. Rituals and symbols are constructs. They can be altered, to become more inclusive, but this usually is not easy, as it involves changing the way groups see themselves and others (Ross 2007 (Ross , 2009a (Ross , 2009b . These groups have to learn that acknowledging the identity of an opposing group does not mean giving up one's own (Ross 2007, 123) .
The problem is especially difficult to solve as the narratives, giving meaning to cultural expressions, often limit the options severely. They can be formulated in such a way that negotiation becomes impossible. Yet, on the other hand, there are usually several narratives at play at the same time, as the opposing groups are seldom completely monolithic, which provides room for manoeuvre (Ross 2007 (Ross , 19, 82, 2009a (Ross , 2009b .
This theoretical framework can be used to analyse the present controversy surrounding the Zwarte Piet tradition. The tradition is unmistakably part of Dutch heritage -or at least perceived by many as such -and forms one of the many 'historical' building blocks with which identities in the Netherlands are constructed. Yet, unlike the question frequently asked in heritage studies, namely 'who can make claims to a particular heritage' , the issue at stake here is that an 'authorised' heritage is not accepted by large groups in Dutch society due to its exclusive nature. Opponents of the Zwarte Piet figure in its current manifestation reject it. To them it is part of a dark heritage we should abandon. This is how the figure of Zwarte Piet, part of the symbolic landscape representing Dutch culture, has become the centre of a representational battle on 'Dutchness' .
Just as Ross would predict, the ensuing cultural contestation is surrounded by different competing narratives of meaning, all with their own logic, and all with consequences for the physical appearance of the figure of Zwarte Piet. Needless to say that they also differ in the possibilities for inclusion and exclusion they provide. What we aim to do in this paper is to analyse these narratives to try and find out what it is that makes these so incommensurable, and what is at stake for each group.
Current debates surrounding Zwarte Piet are, as noted earlier, not entirely new, but form part of an ongoing discussion. In this article we reconstruct the narratives of meaning, which are articulated in public debate, and the ways in which these narratives differ and compete -a question about the contestation itself. In order to do so we have identified and interviewed some of the most important actors involved, such as experts from academe, politicians, opinion makers and activists on different sides of the debate; and we have also analysed articles and reactions to these on online forums of newspapers and weekly magazines. We have visited meetings and manifestations of opponents and advocates of the Zwarte Piet figure; and we have attended the court case on the matter before the Council of State.
Heritage narratives of Zwarte Piet
In the public debate on the Zwarte Piet controversy several competing narratives of meaning are articulated; by (amateur) historians and anthropologists, but also by opinion makers such as columnists, television celebrities and journalists. These are then reproduced by the public on all kinds of internet forums: on Facebook, Twitter, and on newspaper and opinion sites. These narratives can be grouped along two axes: pro-and contra the figure of Zwarte Piet; and based on historic and hodie-centric (focused on the present) interpretations of the figure (Table 1) . Schematically, the narratives can be ordered as follows:
We are not the first to reconstruct narratives and discourses of the Sinterklaas tradition. van Dijk (1998) categorises rhetorical strategies used for the defence of Zwarte Piet. Yet his categorisation is less suited for our purposes, because it is limited to analysing arguments in favour of Zwarte Piet only, whereas we need to reconstruct all narratives in the controversy. van der Werf (2012) uses a categorisation that makes a distinction between two discourses in favour of Zwarte Piet and two discourses opposing the figure. Again, we feel that there are more narratives that need to be analysed.
Pro-Zwarte Piet narratives based on historic interpretation
The 'Catholic celebration' narrative One of the narratives places the Sinterklaas tradition in a Catholic context, and states that the tradition stems from the late Middle Ages. The celebration was part of the Holy Day of Saint Nicholas on the 6th of December. This Catholic celebration gained initial popularity in the north of France, to be exported to the Low Countries during the late Middle Ages, and to then spread throughout Europe. Accompanying the Church festivities, in the Middle Ages the laity organised all kinds of events celebrating the birthday of this popular Saint, such as fairs, and markets. In medieval monasteries novices where treated with special care, thus making it a celebration for children (Meissen 1931, 390-526; Ghesquiere 1989, 59-65; Janssen 1993; Booy 2003) .
After the Reformation and the institutionalisation of the Protestant faith in the Dutch Republic, the Sinterklaas tradition was kept alive as a feast for children, probably because it already had such a long tradition in the Netherlands (Meisen 1931, 410, 411 ). Yet, as it could no longer be celebrated in public, it retreated into the domestic sphere, behind closed doors. Even Protestants continued celebrating the birthday of the Saint, of course stripped from its Catholic rituals and symbols, yet also without entirely losing its original meaning. In these early modern manifestations of the Sinterklaas celebration, the Saint himself was never seen. Although paintings from the seventeenth to the nineteenth century represent scenes of the celebration, the saint is never actually visible in these: he existed in stories only. It was not until the nineteenth century that Sinterklaas physically appeared in the public sphere, accompanied by helpers. These helpers took on all kinds of shapes, but in many cases they had dark skin tones. In the old ecclesiastical tradition, the Saint's companions might have also existed, and have depicted subjected devils. A sentence from an old Sinterklaas poem still refers to this: Zwarte Piet zo zwart als roet, met een keten aan zijn voet [Black Pete black as soot, with a chain on his foot] (Ghesquiere 1989, 65-71) . This narrative is primarily used to contradict those who claim Zwarte Piet is a slave, as by claiming he is in essence a non-human figure -a devil -it erases every connection with racism.
The 'pan-European and pre-Christian celebration' narrative
In a second narrative of meaning, the roots of Zwarte Piet are sought in a pre-Christian, Germanic tradition -in some instances Piet's history is even traced back further -celebrated throughout Europe and the Middle East. Precise story lines within this narrative may vary, but they have the common understanding that the figure of Zwarte Piet is said to be a remnant of an ancient fertility rite related to mid-winter traditions. When the process of Christianisation took place in Europe, this presumably millennia old tradition faded away, but in many places it left traces in the form of devilish figures who accompany the 'good' Saint Nicolas on his yearly visit. Among the places where this tradition has lived on are the Low Countries. It is argued by people articulating this narrative, that this shared memory of a black figure visiting around mid-winter, must be the reason of the re-introduction and appearance of Zwarte Piet since the mid-nineteenth century (for an historiography of this kind of thinking, see Ghesquiere 1989, 71-82; van Renterghem 1995; Scheer 2009 Scheer , 2014 Bas 2013; van Wijk 2014) . This narrative about the Saint's helpers, and indeed about the Saint himself, dates back to the Grimm brothers at least. After 1945, however, it became highly unpopular, as national socialist scholars had made extensive use of it in previous years to prove the ancient Germanic roots of Dutch culture. Yet, this narrative still is articulated in the public debate, every now and then, and not only on internet discussion forums (Scheer 2009 (Scheer , 2014 Bas 2013; van Wijk 2014) . When we attended a meeting on the historical roots of Zwarte Piet organised by the Pietengilde we witnessed how this narrative was constructed by some of the presenters, and how it was adapted and reproduced by some of the attendees during the course of the meeting (personal observation manifestation organised by the Pietengilde, 21 September 2014). This reproduction of the pan-European and pre-Christian celebration' narrative by the Pietengilde and its consequences for the appearance of Zwarte Piet also manifested itself in the Pietengilde's attorney's plea to the Council of State (personal observation court case before the Council of State, 16 October 2014), and in a letter it wrote to the UN (Sint & Pietengilde 2015) .
The Pietengilde holds the opinion that Zwarte Piet is neither a racist stereotype in itself nor that dressing as Zwarte Piet has racial discrimination as its goal. By using the pre-Christian narrative it stresses the deeper historical dimension of the Zwarte Piet figure by tracing it back to time immemorial and placing the figure in a tradition celebrated all over Europe, also in parts which have no colonial past. As such it tries to counter, downplay or reject the colonial dimension expressed in the 'colonial narrative' , which is discussed below. Because of this line of reasoning on the meaning of Sinterklaas and the Zwarte Piet figure, altering the blackened face of Zwarte Piet is not an option to adherents to this narrative. Would Zwarte Piet drop his black face, the age old chain would be broken, after all, and the Sinterklaas tradition would lose its meaning. The lawyer representing the Pietengilde before the Council of State articulated exactly this element in his plea (personal observation court case before the Council of State, 16 October 2014). Just like the former narrative, this one denies any colonial descent on the part of Zwarte Piet. By tracing the roots of the figure to a pre-Christian pan-European cultural practice, it renders debate on the appearance of the figure of Zwarte Piet impossible. Changing the figure's appearance would, after all, destroy a tradition that has been with the Dutch since time immemorial.
The 'nineteenth-Century orientalism and masquerade' narrative
The third narrative places the origin of Zwarte Piet in a secular tradition, lacking a religious as well as a colonial context. According to this narrative the figure originates in the Sinterklaas masquerade during the Ancien Régime. Before the nineteenth century Saint Nicholas appears not to have been accompanied by a servant. Instead, the secular figure of Saint Nicholas, called 'Klaas' or 'Sinterklaas' , played a dual role. On the one hand he punished and warned, on the other he distributed presents. In order to be able to play the first half of his role, a sufficiently scary 'bogeyman' needed to be created. This is why some families during the Ancien Regime sometimes asked a relative, a friend, or a servant to mask himself, blacken his face, put on strange clothes, rattle with chains and shout. Such bogeymen were called 'Zwarte Klazen' (Black Nicholases) and represented the Sinterklaas figure's punitive mainly role, although he usually also presented small presents and sweets to the children after he had scared them, which is how he fulfilled his other function. The blackened faces Zwarte Klazen already had during the Ancien Regime were necessary for terrifying children, and for being unrecognisable in the dark.
Next to the Zwarte Klazen, who frightened young children, Nicholases of a different type also roamed the streets on the evening of the 5th of December: bands of young men, who had disguised themselves and who delivered surprise gifts to their sweethearts (Margry 2014b ).
At the start of the nineteenth century, a new civic morale and national identity began to take shape in the Netherlands, which fuelled the need for a more uniform Sinterklaas tradition. Out of the figure of Zwarte Klaas two different figures developed: the old Saint-bishop Nicholas, who, expressing bourgeois values, did not punish or frighten children but had a purely rewarding role. This Sinterklaas was accompanied by a loyal servant, who not only carried the bags filled with sweets and presents, but also took on the admonishing and punishing role of the Zwarte Klaas from which he had originated (Margry 2014b) .
Origins in a nineteenth century masquerade thus partly explain the blackened face of Zwarte Piet, but still not entirely his attire and his servile role. That the newly created figure became a servant must probably be attributed to the renewed bishopric dignity of Sinterklaas. The type of servant assisting the Sinterklaas figure in the first edition of the Sinterklaas book by Schenkman fits the context of the fascination with the Orient in Western Europe since the end of the Napoleonic era. According to the Dutch musicologist van Benthem (2012a van Benthem ( , 2012b van Benthem ( , 2013 , we encounter such orientalism constantly in the arts, the music, the literature and even in the popular culture of the time. Oriental symbols and human figures were glamorised, especially Moorish servants who were regarded as loyal and proud, certainly not as slaves. Walter Scott for example expressed this in his novels, in which he had two Moors accompany the nobleman Ivanhoe. Van Benthem raises the possibility that schoolmaster Schenkman was influenced by this kind of orientalism -perhaps even by the novels of Scott directly -and thus introduced a Moor as the servant of Sinterklaas. This suited the stature of Sinterklaas as a bishop, who was in need of a loyal but proud helper. According to van Benthem (2012a van Benthem ( , 2012b van Benthem ( , 2013 , the oriental background of Zwarte Piet is visible in the illustrations in the first print of the Sinterklaas book by Schenkman, in which the servant of Sinterklaas was depicted as a Moor, in 'Moorish' attire. Proponents of this narrative thus dismiss any link between colonialism or racial stereotyping and the origins of Zwarte Piet -at least until the second print of the Sinterklaas book by Schenkman (Margry 2014b ; see de Vries 2013 for another example of this discourse). This narrative is articulated mainly within the academic debate on the history of the Sinterklaas tradition. Yet, it has also been adopted in the public debate, and has been instrumentalized by, for example, the Pietengilde in court, as this narrative also denies the colonial origins of Zwarte Piet.
Pro Zwarte Piet narratives based on hodie-centric meaning
The 'feast for children' narrative A popular and often heard apology for Zwarte Piet, which is frequently articulated in public debate, is the feast for children narrative. It can be found on social media sites especially. The main line of argument is that the Sinterklaas celebration is a children's festivity first and foremost. Without referring to its deeper historical roots, the meaning of the tradition is given purely on the basis of one's own experience with the festivity during childhood, and the fond memories connected to it. It is exactly this memory that is shared and promoted. At almost all schools, the tradition has been and is celebrated in the same manner, with more or less the same representation of the key-figures Sinterklaas and Zwarte Piet, at least since the Second World War. This means that almost all present-day Dutch share in these memories. Where the figures come from historically, or why they are represented as they are, is of minor importance. If asked about it, people who articulate this narrative simply state that this is just how Zwarte Piet looks, because that is how the figure has 'always' looked, and that his looks are embedded in his name and thus cannot be altered. When Dutch prime-minister Mark Rutte was questioned about the Zwarte Piet controversy by a journalist, during the international Nuclear Security Summit in The Hague on March 23, 2014, even he answered in similar fashion -while standing next to president Obama: 'it is not "Green Pete", or "Brown Pete", it is "Black Pete" …' . If a reason for Zwarte Piet's black make-up is asked, the most common answer adherents to this narrative give is that his colour is caused by climbing through chimneys at night to deliver presents to the children. Naturally, adherents to this narrative often also use it to try and downplay the controversy. Sinterklaas is 'only' a children's celebration, after all, and therefore not something to get upset about (Helsloot 2005, 264-267) .
The 'nativist' narrative
The nativist (cf. Mudde 2012) narrative is largely fuelled by a feeling of loss of national identity and traditions due to processes of immigration. During the Zwarte Piet controversy, and even before, the Sinterklaas celebration, already the Netherlands' most important tradition, came to be construed as a kind of quintessence of Dutchness: a 'totem' (Helsloot 1996 (Helsloot , 263, 275, 276, 2006 (Helsloot , 150, 151, 2012 Rooijakkers 1997) . Adherents to the nativist narrative on Zwarte Piet seem to feel that 'outsiders' simply haven't the right to criticise this tradition, as they are only 'guests' in the country, and don't really 'belong to the nation' (Jones 1998) . Very rarely do they systematically expand on their views, but time and again short, and often quite offensive remarks, belonging to this narrative pop up on social media sites, inviting opponents of Zwarte Piet to 'move to a country where Sinterklaas isn't celebrated' (see for a selection of the remarks for example these websites: http://nederlandspreekt.tumblr.com/ and http://racistenuitdekast.tumblr.com/). The ethnologist Margry (2014a, 31, 32) has reflected on the tone of voice of the nativist posts, observing that the peculiar nature of social media might be partly responsible for the strong language in which they are often expressed. A feeling of being ueberfremdet clearly seems to be behind all these remarks, a feeling that something essential to group identity is being taken away. Not surprisingly then, populist politicians such as Geert Wilders have jumped on the opportunity this narrative offers them (Jones 1998, 107-117; Wouters 2009, 38; Helsloot 2012, 13; Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal 2014) . Of all the pro-narratives, this one is most explicitly linked to identity formation. It draws on a shared history, and on a shared cultural practice that is enacted in most Dutch households in more or less the same way. This shared practice is a powerful tool in constructing Dutch identity, and those who use it in this way are very explicit about who can lay claims to 'Dutchness' , and who cannot.
Contra Zwarte Piet narratives based on historic meaning
The '(post-)colonial slavery' narrative A narrative of meaning articulated by opponents of Zwarte Piet dismisses the medieval explanation for the figure and his relation to Sinterklaas. This narrative places the origin of the figure at the mid of the nineteenth century. Actors who articulate this narrative state that the figure is inextricable linked to the heydays of the Dutch colonial era, and as such represents a slave (Fräser 1998, 139; van Dijk 1998, 121; Roelofs 2009; Jones 2012) . They see the tradition, and especially the Zwarte Piet figure, as an invented tradition (cf. Hobsbawn and Ranger 1983; Hassankhan 1998, 29) . Two points are central to this narrative: because it is a tradition stemming from the colonial era, Zwarte Piet is in essence a racist stereotype of black people, constructed in the nineteenth century to justify slavery and reproduced until today. This form of racist stereotyping has to stop immediately for racism harms society at large. Secondly, putting an end to the tradition can be done easily, as it is an invented tradition only, and of quite recent origin at that.
Drawing upon Dutch colonial history, people articulating this narrative critically discuss Dutch society. Their key point is that the Dutch still have not come to terms with their colonial history. The figure of Zwarte Piet is seen as a symbol for the power relations in Dutch society, and as a tool for social exclusion, which should be abolished immediately. At the same time, this narrative itself constructs an exclusive group identity, as it is only those who are descendants of slaves who have the right to take part in the discussion. Those who are not, after all, do not share in the feeling of pain stemming from colonial history, from current social exclusion, and from the figure of Zwarte Piet, which represents this.
The 'European black face tradition' narrative
Then there is a narrative linking Zwarte Piet to allegedly similar traditions in the Anglo-Saxon world: the Golliwog, and the black minstrel shows. Boerhout, Jung, and Marcinkowski (2012), for instance, explicitly link Zwarte Piet to blackface traditions in the United States. Roelofs (2009, 20-23) has written a master thesis in which she investigates which of the classical stereotypes that used to be so predominant in American culture -'toms' , 'coons' , 'mulattoes' , 'mammies' , and 'bucks' -are also recognisable in the Zwarte Piet figure, and Goldberg (2014, 412, 413) observes that: 'no other European society has Sambo as a national teddy bear' . Kapelle and Tang (2008) , and especially Nederveen Pieterse (1998), have done art historical research into the iconography of people of African descent in the Netherlands and abroad, and find that Zwarte Piet indeed fits these stereotypes, and is part of a similar tradition. Unsurprisingly, they then condemn such stereotyping: Nederveen Pieterse (1998, 43) calls Zwarte Piet a 'flagrant stereotype' , which is 'insulting' and 'no longer acceptable in a country that has turned into an immigration society' . Balkenhol (2013) points to the sway such caricatures still hold over us:
to my mind, the point about critiquing Zwarte Piet is precisely to show the continuities between the racist reactions in the public media and the not-so-benign family feast: the feast paves the way for these reactions by enacting racial hierarchy. Consider the ease with which links are not only made, but -and this is crucial -understood between the black person uttering critique, the figure of Zwarte Piet ('Zeurpiet'), and a long tradition of racial caricature. Hofstede (1990, 374) has systematically summarised the argument underlying the blackface narrative: the nineteenth century knew racist theory, which had as its purpose the legitimization of slavery. This theory was represented symbolically, for instance in the stereotypical figure of Zwarte Piet. Children were then raised with the Zwarte Piet figure to instal racism in them from an early age. Slavery has disappeared, but racial stereotypes like Zwarte Piet still exist, and still play their sinister role. Unsurprisingly, then, when anti-Piet activists Raul Balai, Quinsy Gario and Jerry Afriyie first had a meeting with the mayor of Amsterdam, they started with showing a collage of this sort of stereotyping (Blokker 2014b) . Earlier, in 2003, the Global African Congress had already protested against Zwarte Piet at the Dutch parliament for exactly the same reasons (Helsloot 2005, 250, 251) , and a society called the European Race and Imagery Foundation (ERIF) focusses solely on fighting stereotypical iconography of people of African descent. The ERIF organised a conference on 8th November 2014 on the topic, called 'Returning the Gaze: Blackface in Europe' . Naturally, Zwarte Piet is high on its target list.
In almost exactly the same manner as the colonial or post-colonial slavery narrative, this narrative points to the racist nature of Dutch society and constructs an identity which works to both include and exclude; although in this instance not so much from a colonial era perspective, but from broader depictions of 'Blackness' in Western culture.
Contra Zwarte Piet narratives based on hodie-centric meaning
The 'racial stereotype' narrative A closely related, but separate discourse deals with the effects the figure of Zwarte Piet has on people who are confronted with it today. Mothers tell about their pain on hearing that their children are addressed as 'Zwarte Piet' at school, something that happens to adults as well, in the streets or at work (Essed 1984, 57, 157, 158; Leisius 1998, 198; Raalte 1998) . Others worry about the effects that symbolising a racialized master-servant relationship in schools might have on children of all colours (Hassankhan 1998, 52; Musgrave 2007; Afriyie 2014) . Some authors link these experiences to concepts as 'white privilege' , 'micro aggressions' , and 'institutional racism' . After all, the downplaying of this discourse begs the question who gets to have a say in such matters in the Netherlands (see e.g. Tholen 2014 ). Many publicists who follow this discourse, have noted that it is only white 'autochthonous' Dutch who are allowed to partake in the debate. These after all enjoy the privilege to determine what counts as racism, and what does not. Getting to have the final say in the Zwarte Piet controversy therefore is a form of white privilege, a phenomenon that can be found in every walk of life. In fact, it is the Zwarte Piet discussion which has first exposed 'white privilege' to the public at large, and some of the activists protesting the figure intended it to play such a role from the start (see e.g. Tavares Certainly, this concept has gained currency because of the use made of it during the controversy (Bahara 2014) ; something that was reinforced by the documentary that film maker Bergman (2014) made about it, entitled: 'Our colonial hangover, zwart als roet' . Needless to say, the 'nativist discourse' (see above) that explicitly excludes whole groups in Dutch society from discussions on Zwarte Piet furthers the 'racial stereotype' discourse in no small manner.
Conclusion
'Sinterklaas' is a feast for children, but of significance to adults for whom it is a shared tradition, a shared memory, to which narratives, sometimes of a historical character, are attached. These narratives give meaning to the tradition, which then serves as a building block for Dutch group identity. Of this intangible heritage the figure of 'Zwarte Piet' forms an essential part.
Oddly enough, Zwarte Piet is a figure without an intrinsic meaning, as nobody seems to know for sure how he originated. This lack of clarity about the figure's provenance leads to a whole host of origin narratives giving meaning to Zwarte Piet, who is thus 'essentialized': through these narratives he becomes Odin, the subjected devil, a slave, etc. Subsequently he is instrumentalized for identity formation. And as soon as this happens, as soon as identities are expressed through Zwarte Piet, cultural contestation occurs, discussions become entrenched, and solutions of the type Ross advocates -negotiation, making narratives more inclusive -become hard to attain.
The reason the cultural contestation surrounding Zwarte Piet has been so fierce over the past few years obviously has to do with tensions in the multicultural society. There are groups in Dutch society who feel threatened by the influx of immigrants they have witnessed during their lifetime; who perceive this as a 'loss' . The phrase, 'Taking away our tradition from us' , that pops up time and again in the so-called 'nativist narrative' , is telling. The strong feelings many opponents of Zwarte Piet express have a similar source. They have experienced being treated differently from other Dutch because of their -or their families' -origins, and feel Zwarte Piet symbolises such exclusion. Small wonder then, that the narratives surrounding Zwarte Piet at present are so exclusive.
It is 'essentializing' Zwarte Piet, by providing this mysterious figure with a presumed history, which precludes a more inclusive discourse. The 'Sinterklaas tradition as a pan-European and pre-Christian celebration' narrative, for instance, makes it impossible to ever change the appearance of Zwarte Piet, as this would disrupt a millennia old tradition. The 'Slavery' and 'black minstrel' narratives imply accusing a majority in Dutch society of racism. Naturally, this majority then reacts by not changing the appearance of Zwarte Piet, as doing otherwise would come down to admitting guilt. A tricky issue is of course that opponents of Zwarte Piet are almost obliged to use this narrative, as the question would quickly arise as to why they feel the figure is so provocative, if they did not. Moreover, to a part of the group opposing Zwarte Piet, it seems, the figure is a solution rather than a problem. To them Zwarte Piet is an instrument through which to put issues like white privilege, micro-aggressions, and institutional racism on to the societal agenda, and therefore very useful. That is why putting the discussion to rest might be undesirable.
The 'Catholic celebration' and 'nineteenth Century masquerade' narratives are less problematic, as they, at least, provide the basis for a solution to the contestation. If one was to take the catholic celebration narrative seriously, after all, a solution could be to change Zwarte Piet into the demon he originally was. Adherents to the nineteenth century masquerade narrative could advocate a return to these masquerades, in which Zwarte Piet was only one of many characters partaking in the celebrations. The VIE has actually argued for such a solution (Deira 2014) .
Surprisingly, it is the hodiecentric 'racial stereotype' narrative that provides the most room for manoeuvre. Zwarte Piet, it is argued on the basis of this narrative, needs to change as children here and now suffer from the way this figure is presented. When this narrative would be combined with the 'feast for children' narrative, a feast for all children, excluding none, a solution could be in reach. This would of course imply turning Sinterklaas into a true children's feast, which, at present, it is quite obviously not.
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